Introduction
The languages spoken by Jews since the Babylonian Exile reflect the interaction of Jews with their surrounding societies, as well as the religious and cultural specificity of the scattered Jewish communities. Indeed, throughout the Diaspora distinctive Jewish languages have arisen during the past two millennia: Jewish Aramaic, JudeoArabic, Judea-Persian, Judea-Greek, Judeo-ltalian, Yiddish (a Germanic language), and Judea-Spanish-also referred to as Ladino or Judezmo. All of these languages have had rich oral traditions; some have also left extensive literary legacies. Libraries, held in Atlanta, June 1994. Zachary M. Baker YIVO Institute for Jewish Research New York, NY With the rise of the nation-state, and under the impact of the industrial revolution, Jews tended to adopt the official languages of the countries in which they lived. This trend was most pronounced in Western Europe and the Americas, beginning in the early 19th century, although by the eve of World War II it was also noticeable in Eastern Europe, then the world's principal reservoir of Jewish population. The revival of spoken Hebrew in the wake of the Haskalah is another example of the response of Jews to the forces of modernity.
*Based on a presentation at the 29th annual convention of the Association of Jewish
In some regions, though, Jewish vernaculars were more or less able to hold their own. This was particularly the case among Ashkenazic Jews in Eastern Europe (and among the first generation of Jewish emigrants from Eastern Europe), with a widely developed literature, press, educational network, and theater testifying to the vitality of Yiddish. On a smaller scale, the same could be said of the vernacular of the descendants of Sephardic Jews expelled from the Iberian peninsula, especially among Sephardim residing in the Balkan peninsula, most of which was under the rule of the Ottoman Turkish empire until the early 20th century. That vernacular is most commonly called Ladino, although the terms Judezmo and Judea-Spanish are also used.
Objectives of This Paper
As the quotation at the head of this article indicates, no serious guidance for the Romanization of Ladino/ Judezmo has been supplied by our national library agency, the Library of Congress. A problem has been identified by LC, but a satisfactory solution to it has not been proposed. It is my intention, therefore, to:
48 Judaica Librarianship Vol. One of the underlying goals of all descriptive cataloging is the faithful representation of written or printed information contained in the work at hand. "In Romanization, as found in American and British catalogues, the aim is to represent a foreign alphabet in the Roman one, giving the letters the spoken values of the English language," writes Bella Hass Weinberg. "Though we are dealing with graphic information, we have been striving for phonetic representation" (Weinberg, 1974, p. 20; author's emphasis) . To a considerable degree, though, Romanization systems used in libraries also aspire to reversibility, i.e., a reader with knowledge of the original script and language should be able to convert the Roman characters in a catalog record back into the original. But, as Weinberg says, reversibility is a feature of exact transliteration only, because each letter of the foreign alphabet is assigned a distinct corresponding symbol in the Roman alphabet, and conversion in either direction is a simple matter of table look-up. Pronounceability is often lost at the expense of reversibility. It is for this reason that so many different transliteration and transcription schemes exist. Some compilers of schemes want to give an idea of how a language is spoken, while others want to represent its orthography. Still others compromise somewhere in the middle (usually libraries). In an ideal world, transliteration and transcription would be the same and completely reversible. But all natural languages are open-ended, unstable systems. (Weinberg, 1974, pp. 18-19) Library Romanization systems are thus imperfect by their very nature. This is certainly true for Hebrew, with its variant orthographies (ketiv l)aser and ketiv male) not being readily reflected in ALA/LC Romanization. It is true even for Russian, since the tverdyi znak ("soft sign" [bl) , when it appears at the end of a word (as was frequently the case .before the new orthography was adopted in 1918), is disregarded in Romanization. For a detailed analysis of problems engendered by the Romanization of Cyrillic-alphabet bibliographic records, seeAissing (1995) .
The imperfections of ALA/LC Romanization are all the more glaring when applied to Jewish languages that combine vocalized (vernacular) with unvocalized (Hebrew I Aramaic) orthographic conventions. The ALA/ LC Romanization of Yiddish, for example, is a hybrid, transliteration/transcription system-one that unavoidably, perhaps, but confusingly falls between two stools. The same situation would inevitably result were an ALA/ LC Romanization table designed for Ladino/ Judezmo, given the dual orthographies that it employs and given the ambiguities of its vocalization (which are described below). David Bunis, in a private communication (May 16, 1995) , comments, "Librarians seem to be interested in compromising between pure transliteration and transcription-something to be avoided, in my opinion. I would suggest that they use either the one or the other, or, as I attempted to do in my dictionary [Bunis, 1993J, that (Weinreich, 1973; 1980 (Bunis, 1993) , he is the leading contemporary academic authority on the history and structure of Ladino/ Judezmo.
(1) The Name of the Language As with other Jewish languages, more than one name has been applied to the traditional language spoken by the descendants of Spanish and Portuguese Jewry. The most frequently encountered name, Ladino, is now used by scholars to denote the archaizing language used to translate sacred texts (e.g., Bible and prayer-book translations). Among scholars at least, Ladino does not refer to the general spoken language; it is, rather, a specific variety of the language used for translation (a calque variety, to use the label applied to it by Haim Vidal Sephiha [1979] ), whose purpose is to provide access to Hebrew and Aramaic texts, preserving their word order. Jewish-language specialists prefer to use the name Judezmo generically, as a broad cover term for all varieties of the spoken and written language; Hispanists tend to use the term Judea-Spanish. (Levy, 1992 ) is one of a small number of literary texts in fjaketfa. Yal)asra is printed in a form of Romanization that relies on present-day Spanish orthographic conventions.
Unlike the Ashkenazic Jews of Eastern Europe, Balkan Sephardim tended to settle exclusively in a relatively small number of urban centers, including Constantinople, Izmir, Adrianople (Edirne), Saloniki, Sofia, Belgrade, and Bucharest. In the 19th and 20th centuries, these cities were all centers of Ladino/ Judezmo printing, as were Jerusalem and Vienna. (The very first printing press in the Ottoman Empire, in Constantinople, was set up by Sephardim shortly after the expulsion from Spain, and was used to print Hebrew books.)
Prof. Bun is divides the development of the Judezmo vernacular into three stages:
(a) Old Judezmo, spoken on the Iberian peninsula until 1492. Old Judezmo bore a close phonological resemblance to the Castilian of that era, but Hebraisms were used to express many Jewish religious concepts. The word Dyo ( or Diyo) was used by Jews for "God," instead of standard Castilian Dios (deriving from Latin Deus)-apparently reflecting the desire of Sephardim to avoid what they interpreted as a plural form. Similarly, the neutral, Arabic All)ad ("the first [day]"), rather than the Christian-origin, Castilian Domingo, was used for "Sunday."
(b) Middle Judezmo (1493-ca. 1810). The centuries following the expulsion from the Iberian peninsula witnessed the survival of older forms and their subsequent evolution in isolation from Castilian. One example is the evolution of the preterite (past tense) form demandemos ("we asked"; modern Castilian demandamos) to demandimos. The phenomenon of metathesis (transposition of syllables) also became noticeable: The Castilian general evolved into gerena/, and tarde ("late") into tadre. Turkish influences also became apparent during this period.
(c) Modern Judezmo (ca. 1811-present (4) Orthography and Phonology "Unlike Yiddish," writes Bella Weinberg, Ladino/ Judezmo "never had a standardizing agency, but surprisingly, a rather standard orthography developed by itself" (1980, p. 330; see also Bunis, 1974) . Words deriving from Hebrew or Aramaic follow spelling conventions applying to those languages, while different spelling practices are used for words of other origins. Even so, while certain orthographic conventions for the non-Hebrew I Aramaic component of Ladino/Judezmo do prevail, no standard orthography for the language as a whole has ever been formally adopted. Ladino/ Judezmo printing normally employs the cursive "Rashi" typeface (so called because of its use in printed versions of that medieval rabbi's famous Bible commentary). Modern Judezmo retains a number of consonants that are either no longer found in Castilian or whose distributions are not identical with modern Castili an patterns (see Table 1 ). Examples include: ........:'zh" or "z" (zayin + hacek, rafe, or apostrophe), as in muzher ("woman"; Castilian mujer, with "j" pronounced like Hebrew khaf).
-"sh" or "s" (older Castilian "x"; represent- ed by the Hebrew letter shin), as in sesh ("six").
-In printed texts, the place name Saloniki is often spelled with the letter sin (rather than samekh) and should be Romanized as such (Saloni/;<1), rather than as if spelled with a shin ( Shalonilp).
The diacritics used in Judezmo consonants relate to pronunciation, and their role should be reflected in Romanization. The Romanization of Ladino/ Judezmo vowels is particularly problematic, since the same letter or combination of letters can be used to represent different sounds (see Table 2 ). Examples include:
-he (at end of word) = ah. He is also used to represent a consonant in words of Hebrew derivation, but as in Castilian is not pronounced, e.g., aynara, Hebrew 'ayin ha-ra' (Bunis, 1993, p. 363 , where the primary transcription given is aynarax [with "x" representing the slightly guttural"~" sound]; Nehama, 1977, p. 73) . vav = o, u (also = v, in words of Hebrew/ Aramaic derivation).
-yod= e, i, y (as consonant).
-double yod = ie (or ye), ii (or yi, iy), ey.
(Joan C. (Library of Congress, 1963, pp. 42-44) . (For example, Besso uses ''tz" for tsade, rather than ''ts."). The introduction to the recently published catalog of Ladino/Judezmo publications in the Harvard College Library (1992) states that its Romanizations are based on the Besso table, although it should be pointed out that in cases of clear conflict between the two, ALA/ LC Romanization conventions for consonants apparently overrode those of Besso.
One possible explanation for the lack of an ALA/LC Romanization Photo credit: Krysia Fisher.
The most extensive bibliography of Ladino publications (Yaari, 1934) lists fewer than 900 titles. On the basis of subsequent bibliographies, published catalogs, and checklists Harvard, 1992; Yeshiva University, 1982 , the bibliographical universe for Ladino/ Judezmo may be estimated at upwards of 2,000 book and periodical titles.
Imagine the uproar, had LC issued the following statement: "There is no separate romanization table for Yiddish; instead, the Hebrew table is used for consonants and German usage for the vowels." Yiddish has a bibliographical universe of 50,000 titles (VIVO, 1990, vol. 1, p. xxii) , however, and even now a modest number of new works continues to appear in that language. To label Yiddish as "German in Hebrew characters" would be patently ludicrous and untenable; stipulating the analogue, Ladino/ Judezmo as "Spanish in Hebrew characters," is apparently less controversial, even though it rests on at least two false assumptions:
(1) Ladino/Judezmo consists solely of elements deriving from Hebrew and Spanish:
(2) Those elements that do derive from Hebrew and Spanish are pronounced as if they were modern (Israeli) Hebrew and Castilian. Dictionaries demonstrate that there is a divergence between the socal I ed Sephardic pronunciation of Hebrew and actual usage among Sephardim. Also, many Judezmo words of Castilian origin diverge from modern Castilian pronunciations, even as their vocalization remains ambiguous, because they are spelled with letters that represent more than one sound (e.g., demandimos ["we asked"; older Castilian demandamos/-emos, modern Castilian demandamos] and linguah ["language"; Castilian lengua]) . .
Reference Sources and Romanization
As the last example indicates, LC's brief statement on the Romanization of Ladino would have linguah Romanized as lenguah, to reflect Castilian usage. Moreover, LC's statement does nothing to address the question of Romanization of the many non-Hebrew and non-Spanish elements in Judezmo. Unfortunately, there is no single standard Judezmo dictionary that can serve as an authority in this regard-unlike Even-Shoshan [1969] [1970] for the vocalization of Hebrew, or Weinreich [1968] for the standard orthogra- Harris (1994, pp. 279-280) . An article by David L. , offering two transliteration schemes for Judezmo (one based on the American National Standards lnstitute's "Narrow Transliteration" for Hebrew [1975, pp. 10, 12-13] , the other, without fancy diacritics, using symbols available on normal English keyboards}, may be consulted as well. [Adler, 1988 [Adler, -1989 ), it would greatly facilitate the cataloging of works in that language and bibliographical access to them in North American databases.
Such a table should be devised jointly by experienced academic specialists and librarians familiar with the ALA/LC Romanization of Hebrew and Yiddish, relying upon the tables that have already been devised as its points of departure (see Appendix A), and upon the Nehama and Bunis dictionaries for guidance in the phonological subtleties of Ladino/ Judezmo.
